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Abstract 
Translanguaging is the organized, fluid use of two languages within a single classroom, where 
input and output may utilize either language, thereby letting students use their full linguistic 
repertoire. This study uses action research to investigate the use of translanguaging pedagogies 
in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context. The research questions explore how 
translanguaging scaffolds discussions and students’ perceptions of translanguaging as 
compared with English-only pedagogies. Thirty-seven university students took part in two 
discussion activities during compulsory and elective classes at a private university in Tokyo, 
Japan. Students were instructed to use either strong or weak translanguaging during the 
discussions activities. After each discussion activity session, students were surveyed about 
their perceptions on the fluid use of languages compared with their prior experiences in 
monolingual classrooms. Most students reported experiencing benefits from being able to use 
more of their linguistic resources. However, many students also supported the use of English-
only pedagogies. In order to best take advantage of translanguaging pedagogies, we 
recommend for both teachers and students to rethink the use of (first language) L1 as a 
foundation for language learning, scaffolding upon the students’ existing linguistic resources.
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Introduction 
Language educators must consider how to support their students’ learning by 
providing an appropriate level of assistance. Scaffolding, the term used to describe this 
support, aims to give students independent use of the knowledge and skills, which they then 
can apply to contexts outside the classroom (Hammond & Gibbons, 2001). In language 
classrooms, this flexibility requires teachers to consider not only linguistic abilities, but also 
cultural and pragmatic skills. One tool that can help teachers achieve this is translanguaging.
Translanguaging is a term that has evolved since it was first coined in Welsh as 
trawsieithu in the 1980s (Williams, 1996), and translated as translanguaging by Baker (2001). 
Initially, it described flexible language use by teachers as part of their pedagogy to revive the 
Welsh language. However, the term has been expanded outside of the field of education to 
include an understanding of language practices grounded in the sociolinguistic realities of 
multilingual life (García & Li, 2014). The term also refers to pedagogies which incorporate 
these multilingual language practices, with all languages treated as a single resource (Flores 
& Schissel, 2014). These practices and pedagogies often have a transformative property, 
enhancing the language users’ creativity and cognitive abilities (Li & Wu, 2009; Li, 2018). 
Translanguaging uses students’ home language to assist language learning, thereby valuing 
existing knowledge and experiences. This was done for language minority students (García, 
2009) as well as English-speaking students learning a minority language (Moriarty, 2017). As 
such, translanguaging serves not only to scaffold student learning, but also to empower 
students.
Translanguaging is based on poststructuralist sociolinguistic scholarship examining 
what globalization has revealed about language. Migrants increasingly shuttle between 
countries (Castles, 2000), and new technologies have also increased transnational contact. 
These two facts revealed that the separation between nations and languages is artificial 
(Bailey, 2007). Modernist notions of discrete language, with roots in the 18th-century rise in 
nationalism (Makoni & Pennycook, 2006), are inadequate to describe the practices in areas of 
language contact (Blommaert, 2010; Canagarajah, 2013). Scholars investigating these 
practices found that multilingual people have one linguistic repertoire which they access to 
construct meaning (Pennycook, 2003; 2010) and they use their pragmatic skills to bridge 
communication gaps (Canagarajah, 2013). In these situations, people possess ‘truncated’ 
linguistic repertoires, where they use ‘bits of language’ to achieve a shared meaning with 
each other (Blommaert, 2010). Other terms, such as codeswitching, plurilingualism, and 
metrolingualism, are applied to the flexible use of language. However, translanguaging not 
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only encompasses the pedagogies which incorporate these flexible multilingual practices, it is 
also rooted in the notion that named languages are not truly discrete.
Although this idea is not novel in sociolinguistics, it has recently become prominent 
in language teaching under the influences of globalization (May, 2013). Language teachers 
are forced to reevaluate the modernist assumptions that dominate the profession (Kramsch, 
2014). One of these assumptions is that native speakers define legitimate language use 
(García, 2009), know as native speakerism. It is linked to the Chomskyan idea of a standard 
form (Canagarajah, 1999). Expecting students to reach this standard creates a sense of failure 
in those that cannot reach that level (Genesee & Cenoz, 1998). These concepts underpinning 
translanguaging need to be applied pedagogically, as people must adapt to increasingly
multilingual spaces (García & Li, 2014). Language teaching should reflect language use 
outside of the classroom. Therefore, students must learn how to be “resourceful speakers” 
(Pennycook, 2012), capable of adapting to situations where language norms are different. In 
these situations, the focus is on communicating meaning efficiently through whatever 
language resources are available. It may mean negotiating meaning contextually or using 
pragmatic strategies to overcome communication problems. This ‘performative competence’ 
involves the two speakers co-constructing the rules (Canagarajah, 2013).
Named languages should not be discarded, as they are still social realities students 
must manage (García & Lin, 2017). Codified, standardized language is a Modernist concept 
that emerged when European nation-states developed. These standards are based on the 
practices of monolingual speakers (García, 2009). Teachers must bridge the gap between 
students’ existing language practices and the standard (Flores & Schissel, 2014). Therefore, 
translanguaging pedagogies can be incorporated by distinguishing between ‘degrees’ of 
translanguaging. Anderson (2017) called this the translingual continuum, differentiating 
between using both languages to reinforce each other but treating the languages as two 
separate systems, such as those described by Williams (1996) when he originally coined the 
term. These practices are called partly translingual, and might involve using translation or 
even monolingual activities for language learning purposes. This contrasts with García’s 
highly translingual, fluid use of languages in the classroom, which develops creativity and 
criticality (García & Lin, 2017). Both approaches allow teachers and students to treat the L1 
as a resource for learning the L2.
Translanguaging pedagogies allow students to use language resources creatively—
important for international students with fluid and evolving identities. They can construct 
new social spaces to express these identities (Li & Zhu, 2013). This creativity is something 
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that arises naturally in ‘safe’ multilingual spaces, where students are allowed to switch 
between languages to challenge conventions and rules (Li & Wu, 2009). This link with 
creativity was further explored by Moriarty (2017), who encouraged unmotivated students to 
mix their limited L2 resources with their L1 to create rap music. Translanguaging can also 
improve metalinguistic awareness when writing composition, by encouraging conscious and 
critical choices of which linguistic resources to use (Canagarajah, 2011; Motlhaka & 
Makalela, 2016).
Moreover, translanguaging provides pedagogical benefits, particularly for lower 
level students. Carroll and Sambolín Morales (2016) found adopting a flexible language 
policy when reading and discussing texts allowed students to show the depth of their reading 
comprehension, unrestricted by their ability to output in English. Further, they found that 
students drew not only on their full set of linguistic resources, but also their cultural 
knowledge. Translanguaging can also be used to give students access to academia, by 
showing that academic proceedings can be in any language (Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). 
However, despite these benefits there is still resistance because translanguaging contradicts 
the prevailing wisdom: restricting the L1 is the best way to improve a student’s L2. This is 
based on using the L1 is a ‘crutch’, which should only be used as a last resort. 
Translanguaging challenges the idea that speaking only the target language is the best 
practice (Duarte, 2019). This implies languages should remain cognitively separate, even 
when acknowledging how unnatural that goal is (Fallas Escobar & Dillard-Paltrineri, 2015).
The Japanese Context 
Like elsewhere in the world, a belief still prevails that monolingualism is an ideal 
feature of the classroom in Japan. Translanguaging pedagogies can address the problems 
arising from the monolingual orientation dominant in Japanese language education policy and 
practice – there is a national mindset to preclude mixing languages. The realities of most 
English language classrooms in Japan differ from the government’s prescriptions for English-
only, communicative lessons (Steele & Zhang, 2016). English has a strange role in Japan 
where the Japanese exhibit a strong interest in English, and yet the majority do not need 
English outside of business contexts (Seargeant, 2011). The Japanese government has 
attempted to implement policies to meet demand for workers with the necessary English 
skills, but with a marked orientation towards the native speaker standard. This led to a gap 
between educational policy and actual language practices by Japanese professionals (Otsu, 
2017). Although English language education in Japan focuses on accurate language 
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production according to the native speaker model, in professional contexts the skills of a 
‘resourceful speaker‘are more relevant. For example, Otsu (2017) described a context where 
Japanese professionals must align with other non-native speakers of English. In these 
situations, referencing native speaker norms at the expense of fluency and relationship 
building makes little sense. Recently, Turnbull (2018; 2019) called for a paradigm shift away 
from native-speaker norms in Japan responding to the conflicts between government policy 
and classroom practices. 
The Internationalization of Japanese Education and English in higher education 
Despite the recognition of its significance, internationalization has its controversies 
and contextual limitations. As such, reforms are perceived as goals or expectations rather 
than facts (Tsuruta, 2013). To globalize higher education in the Japanese context, the 
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT, 2011) has 
implemented various goals. In 1983, it hoped to accept 100,000 international students into the 
Japanese educational system, pushing the goal to 300,000 international students by 2020. In 
2001 to 2002, education guidelines were revised culminating in A Strategic Plan to Cultivate 
Japanese Abilities. For 2013 to 2014, MEXT also developed the English Education Reform 
Plan, a framework claiming to correspond to the increased globalization of English education 
by the 2020 Tokyo Olympics; this was followed by National University’s Reform Plan.
In Japan, mandatory English starts in middle school, with some policies even 
advocating for earlier instruction in elementary school under a term coined by Ishii as 
education for international understanding (Bouchard, 2017 p. 3). While foreign language 
education started in 2011 at the elementary school level, the number of English language 
classes increased by 30% (MEXT, 2011), with senior high schools even conducting classes 
wholly in English (MEXT, 2011). This internationalization (termed kokusaika in Japanese) is 
typified by introducing English into the general curriculum as English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) instruction. In this respect, EFL acts as a vehicle for Japanese speakers of English to 
develop some foundation of linguistic competency in order to engage in a global economy 
and society (Bouchard, 2017, 316). Highlighting this EFL instruction is what Kubota (2011) 
termed linguistic instrumentalism, or the value of English in economic and individual success 
that has largely influenced Japanese policymakers with regard to language teaching and 
assessment (Kubota, 2011).
The forces behind the inexorable push for English competency in Japan cannot be 
ignored: in 2011, MEXT committed to internationalizing the educational system. Aimed to 
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promote fluency to communicate and understand thoughts, the proposal is called the Action 
Plan. Originally, the Action Plan stemmed from efforts in 2003 to promote what the Ministry 
dubbed ‘Japanese with English Abilities’ (MEXT, 2011). The Action Plan advocates five 
points: verifying English abilities through assessment; promoting awareness and interest in 
English; diversifying the uses of English through foreign faculty and other means; reinforcing 
faculty English skills and pedagogic abilities; and finally, adjusting university entrance exams 
that reflect a global society.
The first proposal aimed to use certified assessment systems to evaluate students’ 
academic performance. Additionally, a series of ‘Can-Do lists’ underpinned academic 
‘attainment targets’ (MEXT, 2011). However, in a survey by MEXT, only a third of students 
were able to achieve the benchmark scores. To combat this, the Government promised 
reference information and support to achieve the aforementioned proposal.
The second proposal aims to promote English as a relevant skill in students’ lives. 
According to a survey conducted on curriculum implementation (MEXT, 2011), 30% of 
third-year high school students could not follow the English curriculum; this percentage was 
higher than those for other subjects. Furthermore, the survey revealed that interest in English 
dropped over ten points during the course of students’ high school education. Particularly, 
MEXT hoped to increase interest by providing personal opportunities such as internships and 
lectures, where students could experience English in practical settings. MEXT aimed to 
expand opportunities to study abroad with international exchanges and funding grants for 
enrollment in foreign schools for up to 30,000 students under eighteen.
The third and fourth proposals emphasized flexible and practical employment of 
Assistant Languages Teachers (ALTs) and improvement in teachers’ linguistic and 
pedagogical skills. Talented teachers and effective resources in Information and 
Communication Technology (ICT) enrich the core of English education, especially by 
improving students' concepts of globalization. An investigation by MEXT revealed that only 
24% of English teachers in public junior high schools, and 49% in the public senior high 
schools, even met the minimum English proficiency scores for teaching. Furthermore, only 
30% and 40% of senior high school and junior high school teachers, respectively, had even 
taken certifications tests.
The final proposal addresses adjusting university entrance exams not only to be more 
transparent, but also to be more reflective of global needs in the four skills, of which speaking 
and writing are not tested. In 2014, as the wheels of internationalization picked up speed, the 
Global University Project set out to improve the competitive ranking of Japanese universities 
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globally (Wadden & Hale, 2019). It called for two types of universities emphasizing different 
academic facets: Type A universities focusing on “hard” sciences research, and Type B
universities focusing on English-based curricula and growing the international student body 
and faculty population (Wadden & Hale, 2019). Despite constituting only 5% of Japan’s 
overall number of higher education institutions, these types are catalysts for change in the 
academic circle.
In the Japanese context, translanguaging and bilingual pedagogies are effective to 
improve the writing of students, particularly those with lower levels of English abilities. It 
has revealed some challenges present in the Japanese educational context. Adamson and 
Coulson (2015) used translanguaging to develop students’ skills in critical academic writing, 
by encouraging students to supplement course content with reading in English or their L1 and 
by using the L1 in the lectures. They found that Japanese students hesitated to use academic 
references in their L1, but using the L1 helped gently ease them into riskier language use. In 
Japan, high school English classes are typically delivered in their L1, emphasizing written 
rather than oral language production. Turnbull (2019) adapted Anderson’s (2017) continuum, 
from partly and highly translingual to weak and strong translanguaging. García & Lin (2017) 
established these terms, which described weak translanguaging as a flexible language 
education that blurs the boundaries between languages, and strong translanguaging which 
treats these boundaries as social rather than linguistic realities. The weak version has also 
been called plurilingualism (García & Otheguy, 2020), a term coined to recognize the value 
of using a first language when learning additional languages. In Turnbull’s (2019) study, he 
examined the effects of “strong” and “weak” translanguaging practices on Japanese tertiary 
students learning English. Students in the strong condition were encouraged to use either 
Japanese or English for the discussion and planning stages, before writing an English 
composition. The weak translanguaging condition required students to use a specific 
language for each stage, Japanese for discussion and English for planning. For both academic 
and creative compositions, the strong translanguaging practices allowed students to produce 
more concise essays with fewer errors. In a Japanese university, Kobayashi and Rinnert 
(1992) found that allowing students to draft in Japanese and translate their compositions into 
English improved the writing quality. Compared with composing directly in English, their 
compositions improved in content, organization and style.
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Research Questions 
Despite the extensive research in academic writing outlined above, how 
translanguaging can assist students in their oral fluency in a discussion task has not been 
investigated. This study aims to study the benefits translanguaging can have in academic 
discussion classes at a university. This research will use action research methodology to 
answer the following research questions:
1. How does translanguaging scaffold discussions?




The study was conducted at a private university in Tokyo. Two groups of students 
voluntarily participated during two consecutive lessons, totaling 37 student responses. Class 1 
had 16 students, with 12 students participating on day one and 9 students participating on day 
two. The 90-minute business English class, a discussion-based content course, met once a 
week during the fifteen-week semester. Additionally, this class had a combination of native 
and non-native Japanese speakers, namely international students ranging from second- to
fourth-year students. Class 2 had 29 students, with 19 students participating on day one and 
17 students participating on day two. Class 2 was a compulsory Business English class for 
International Relations students. This class met each week for 90 minutes during the fifteen-
week semester.
There were some students who took part in both sessions, and some who only 
attended one. Table 1 displays how many students attended each day.
Table 1. Number of students who attended each session, by class
Class Number Both sessions Day 1 only Day 2 only
1 7 5 2
2 14 5 3
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Data Collection Procedure 
The researchers gathered data within class time over two consecutive weeks, with 
weak translanguaging (WT) conducted on the first day, and strong translanguaging (ST) 
conducted on the second day. In the WT session, students were instructed to use Japanese for 
the note-taking and present in English. In the ST session, students were instructed to take 
notes in any language, and present in English. Students were divided into groups of three to 
four. In their groups, half the class collaborated on an academic topic (requiring objective 
answers about a social issue), while the other half concentrated on a creative topic (requiring 
subjective answers in response to a prompt). Where possible, students were assigned to the 
other type of topic for day two.
Materials and resources 
The prompt sheets for each group are in Appendices A-C. These prompt sheets are 
bilingual, to facilitate translanguaging and comprehension in the students. Students 
completed a discussion activity, presented their opinions to the class and then took a survey 
on Google Forms. The survey questions are bilingual, and are listed in Appendix C. Question 
3 was only included in the survey on day one.
Results analysis 
For the dichotomous questions, the numbers of responses in each answer category 
were tallied. Short-answer questions were translated into English (where necessary, as 
students were permitted to answer in Japanese or English) prior to the thematic analysis. As 
both the researchers are native English speakers, it was deemed easier to analyze translated 
answers. The thematic analysis followed a procedure outlined in Boeije (2010) and Gray 
(2014) whereby the responses were coded into emergent themes, which were adjusted 
iteratively. The emergent themes were then synthesized into cohesive groups based on these 
preliminary codes with a focused re-reading.
Results 
Question 1: Did using Japanese elp you with the task today?
Question 2: If you answered “yes,”  how did it help you? Give 2 reasons.
Question 3: In the past, have you had an “English-only” rule within a class? What did you 
think of it? 
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Regarding Question 1, most students stated that they found Japanese useful, with 90% 
of the students stating “yes” on day one, and 80% stating “yes” on day two. Table 2 displays 
the number of affirmative and negative responses.
Table 2. Number of students who reported finding Japanese helpful in each day




Three important themes emerged from the students’ answers to Question 2:
communicability, cognition, and comprehension.
Responses coded as communicability discussed the social experience of using 
language and conveying ideas to others. For example, Shinnosuke1 said “It was difficult to 
communicate my opinion when using English” and Asuka mentioned “It was easy to 
communicate what I wanted to say”. These reveal perceptions of ease or difficulty when 
developing ideas. 
Responses coded as cognition referred to the organization of ideas. Naomi 
commented “There're [sic] Japanese of questions. So it's easy to think about it. I can correct 
my thoughts easily.” This exemplifies how students described using language to process their 
thoughts.
Responses coded as comprehension reflected understanding of either the content or 
classmates’ opinions. Junnosuke said “We could communicate smoothly. It was easy to 
understand the [lesson] content”. In addition, Haruko said “In case I can’t understand English 
some of Japanese could make me understand.” These responses showcase how fluently or 
profoundly students could receive ideas from each other.
Student responses which encompassed two themes were categorized with two codes. 
For example, Asuka remarked “Because my native language is Japanese, I could 
communicate what I was thinking easily and understand [things] easily. I'm don't [sic] have 
any mental flexibility so I could discuss [my ideas] properly (in Japanese).” This explanation 
1 All students’ names are pseudonyms.
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can fall under both communicability and cognition. Ai commented “I could communicate 
more accurately and I could understand the lesson content right away”. This was coded as 
both communicability and comprehension. 
The responses to Question 3 were coded as either ‘positive’, ‘neutral’, or ‘negative’,
as indicated in Table 3. Students who did not report any experience with an English-only rule 
are described with “no experience”. Table 3 shows this information.
Table 3. Participants’ descriptions of their English-only educational experiences, coded as 
positive, negative, or mixed






Out of 31 responses to having English-only in previous classrooms and their 
experiences with it, 18 students responded positively, 4 responded negatively, 7 responded 
neutrally, and 2 claim to never had exposure to an English-only classroom. This results in a 
positive response of 58%, with 13% for negative responses, 23% reflecting neutrally, and 
finally 6% with no prior experience.
Most students reported positive experiences with an English-only rule. For example, 
Takuya stated “I think it's good because it's connected with improving your linguistic abilities 
and you can get used to speaking in English”. Another student, Daiki, asserted “I think a rule 
banning Japanese is very important for English classes. It should continue.” 
Answers were coded as “neutral” when they mentioned both positives and negatives 
to English-only classes. Minami, for example, said “It was also interesting but communicate 
[sic] with others became difficult.” Responses were also coded as neutral when they indicated 
no preference, such as Ren did when he said “I don't care”.
98CELE JOURNAL Vol. 29
      103                               CELE JOURNAL Vol. 29
Few students reported negative experiences with English-only settings. Typically, 
these responses indicated there were communication difficulties, such as Junnosuke who said 
“There were times it took longer than necessary to communicate, so I think a total ban isn't 
good.” On the other hand, some responses were lacking detail but clearly negative, such as 
Aya who said, “Very difficult”. Such a remark was construed as the student having difficulty 
with any or all of the themes of comprehension, cognition, and communicability. 
Discussion 
How does translanguaging facilitate discussions? 
Students described how using Japanese helped with the discussion task under the 
comprehension theme. Junnosuke’s earlier quote about being able to understand the lesson 
content and communicate more smoothly indicates that the students could better understand
each other and the teacher using both languages. Haruko described using Japanese only when 
her English was insufficient: “... In case I can’t understand English some of Japanese could 
make me understand.” Keiko said “Japanese was useful because there were parts I couldn't 
understand in English”. This paralleled many other students describing Japanese as a safety 
net, providing reassurance. For example, Haruko also commented “I know English but 
sometimes Japanese is more comfortable with me.” These quotes indicate that the students 
were selecting appropriate times to use their language resources based on their skill level.
Positive responses regarding communicability outnumbered neutral and negative 
feedback. Several students remarked on the simplicity of the communication, for example, 
Taro, Minami, and Aya respectively said “It was easy to communicate”, “I can make great 
communicate [sic] with my classmate”, and “I could talk with everyone, and we could 
understand together”. With regard to efficient communication, other students such as Rin 
pointed out “The discussion was efficient”. Asuka and Uta highlighted important factors in 
the production of ideas, respectively stating “Because my native language is Japanese, I could 
communicate what I was thinking easily and understand [things] easily. I'm don't [sic] have 
any mental flexibility so I could discuss [my ideas] properly (in Japanese)” and “I can 
communicate my opinion fully. Putting everything together in Japanese and then changing to 
English is better than speaking in English from the start”. Finally, it also became evident that 
students were keen on teaching each other when there was a gap in comprehension or 
communication, as exemplified by Takuya and Seira, who stressed “It was useful for sharing 
ideas. We taught each other things we couldn't understand in English” and “It's more efficient 
to talk about your ideas in Japanese and then look up the English than to be unable to say 
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what you want to say. You can help each other translate your opinion to English.” These 
quotes demonstrate how translanguaging facilitates discussions, particularly by making 
communication of complex ideas accessible by supplementing their English with their other 
language resources.
In the responses coded as cognition, students reported being able to organize their 
thoughts when using their native language. Daiki said “It was easy to come up with ideas 
because we could think in Japanese and translate”, while Ren said “Because it's my native 
language it's easier to do brainstorming in Japanese”. Carstens (2016) found that students 
used translanguaging to understand complex concepts to scaffold their ability to think about 
academic concepts in English. In this fashion, the students in this study used their Japanese 
language skills to scaffold the discussion task: their ideas were not limited by their 
knowledge of English, and through translation they were able to develop their vocabulary for 
reporting the discussion to the class.
Differences between strong and weak translanguaging 
For both the strong and weak translanguaging, most students reported that using 
Japanese was helpful for completing the discussion tasks. However, the thematic analysis did 
not reveal any differences between the two for the themes of comprehension and 
communicability. The theme of cognition was coded exclusively from responses in the weak 
condition, from both the “creative” and “academic” topics. This may be due to the design of 
the task not sufficiently differentiating between the two translanguaging pedagogies. 
Observations of the students working on the task showed that even the designated English 
sections of the worksheet contained some Japanese notes in the margins. With strong 
translanguaging, many groups still compartmentalized their languages, either by speaking 
Japanese and writing in English, or by dividing their paper into sections. This is supported by 
the comments by Daiki and Takuya, previously mentioned inthis paper, which revealed a 
mindset that languages should be kept separate. This separation of languages reflects the 
practices of language education in Japan, both in formal schooling and less formal contexts 
such as cram schools and English conversation schools. This is reflected in a comment from 
Nanami: “Because it's an English class, I think it's good to ban Japanese”. This anecdote 
indicates how students may view their Japanese as a crutch, something to be minimized 
rather than leveraged.
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Students’ perceptions of English-only 
Four main threads tied together the positive responses: improvement of English 
abilities; the opportunity to become accustomed to speaking, using, or learning English; 
conforming to the general purpose of the class; and finally, positivity without further 
explanation.
Students felt that they could improve their English abilities by using English-only
rules. Haruko stated “I’m okay with [English-only]. Because I also want to learn English to 
improve my skill too”. Other students also spoke about this. Keiko said “I think it's connected 
with improving your English ability”; Shota stated “I thought using English to communicate 
as much as possible is related to improving English abilities”; Ai said ”I think it's good 
because it gives opportunities to improve your English”; and Mirai claimed ”I have. As much 
as you do your best to speak in English, you'll improve”. These quotes reveal a general 
understanding and belief that students will become better by forcing themselves to use the 
target language exclusively.
Students demonstrated a belief that enforcing English-only will lead to students 
becoming accustomed to speaking, using, or studying the language. In this instance, for 
example, Miyako and Asuka respectively claim “I think is [sic] good to get used to speaking 
English” and “Yes. I think it’s a good way to study English”. Yuina claims “I thought it was 
necessary for English education”. Interestingly, Naomi said “It was good to learn English and 
can focus [sic] to use English but students tend to be quiet”. Most of the responses favored 
English-only as a mechanism to force oneself to become accustomed to speaking another 
language, and demonstrated students’ enthusiasm towards learning English.
Other students felt that English-only reflected the purpose of the class, that is, only 
use English in an English class. Aoi mentioned “Because it’s an English class, I think it’s 
good to ban Japanese”. This echoed a quote by Daiki mentioned previously in this discussion 
section.
Mixed and negative responses to English-only generally mentioned various 
difficulties using or adhering to English-only. Students recognized that while their efforts in 
English-only can lead to an improvement in their linguistic abilities, it was also a hindrance 
to basic communication of ideas and progress in their discussions. Some students simply 
stated that English-only was ‘difficult’, while others, such as Junnosuke and Ryosuke, gave 
specific issues. Junnosuke said “...There were times it took a longer than necessary to 
communicate, so I think a total ban isn't good”, while Ryosuke noted “It was okay for me but 
apparently not for others”, recognizing a handicap for those not skilled in English. Similarly, 
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some students admitted to wanting to keep using their native language out of ease of 
understanding or realistic limits to enforcing English-only. For example, Shinnosuke said “I 
think it’s good to ban Japanese when working on problems in class, but for explaining or 
questions I want to understand it in Japanese”. Mitsuki noted “... because I couldn’t say 
anything in English I used Japanese. I think it’s impossible to always speak English”. These 
comments reflect the general difficulty of enforcing a language division, namely for 
understanding difficult topics, vocabulary, or ideas that require the aid of the student’s L1. A 
strict English-only environment hinders learning in a way that may negate any benefits it 
offers.
Limitations 
There were several limitations that affected the collection of data and analysis in this 
experiment. First, the survey called upon students to reflect on their usage of Japanese only, 
rather than their primary language. Second, only “yes” responses were asked to elaborate. 
Also, enforcement of strong and weak translanguaging during class was not strict.
After finishing both days of discussions using strong and weak translanguaging, 
students were asked to reflect on the activity and their performance (see Appendix C, 
Questions 1 and 2). By specifying “Japanese”, the question precluded students from 
considering any other language they may have used, thereby forgoing valuable information 
about a possible third language that Japanese or non-Japanese students may have used to 
perform the task. In this case, students may have commented on the usage of the third 
language in conjunction to English or Japanese, and the negotiation and thought processes 
amongst the variety of languages. To rectify such a problem, the survey would need to 
specify how using any language helped with the task at hand.
Second, there was no information collected regarding “no” answers. Just as it is 
important to know why using Japanese helped students in the task, knowing why it did not is 
also valuable: it reveals possible discrepancies in the usefulness of translanguaging, beliefs 
and values of students regarding language-use within the classroom, or other issues. In this 
case, three students admitted that using Japanese was not helpful in the task but we do not
know why that was so. Clearly, the solution would be to request students to elaborate on any 
answer they give to the previous question. In this manner, a fuller understanding can be 
obtained to analyze the data.
Use of weak and strong translanguaging was not strictly enforced, which could have 
led to uneven results between groups or classes. Monitoring student adherence to 
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translanguaging, without influencing natural student interaction proved challenging, given the 
class sizes. Despite having been instructed to use Japanese for note-taking for WT, or any 
language thereafter for ST, students could have opted to use whatever was most convenient 
for them. A solution might be to create a classroom environment where from the start 
expectations about translanguaging are clear to students. Translanguaging requires more than 
a one-off task to be able to achieve the goal of developing not only students’ language 
abilities, but also their independence in choosing which language(s) to use and when. 
 
Conclusion 
The comments from the students analyzed here clearly show the benefits of using the 
translanguaging pedagogies, namely that students are able to share their complex ideas about 
the task. Students’ existing language resources can be used as needed, which in turn 
engendered the use of translation to learn the English required. In this way, translanguaging 
can still support the differentiation of named languages as required by a task, while students 
still have the cognitive and practical benefits of a translanguaging pedagogy. However, it is 
also clear from their comments that students view the use of their native languages as a crutch 
rather than a scaffold. This may reflect the Japanese context, or the generally prevailing view 
within English language teaching that languages should be separate. It is therefore important 
to reframe the use of native languages in class as a scaffold, so that students in Japan can 
learn to use it purposefully to enhance their English language learning. The fluid use of 
language can be used to provide appropriate support for students to use in a self-directed way, 
and improve their independent language learning abilities. Using all their linguistic faculties 
will also promote an additive view of language learning (where students are considered to be 
in the process of adding another language to their repertoire), in contrast with the deficit view 
(where learners’ native languages and second languages are kept separate by choice or 
convention). Translanguaging offers teachers and students opportunities to expand 
communication beyond the limits of students’ English language abilities, and for students to 
guide their own language learning. Rather than forcing students to speak as much English as 
they can, we should permit students to use as much Japanese as they need.
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Appendix A: Task sheets distributed to students on Day 1
Immigration & Japan
1. How can more immigration help Japan? How can it hurt it?
外国人労働者が増えるメリットは何ですか？デメリットは何ですか？ 
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2. How can less immigration help Japan? How can it hurt it?
外国人労働者が減るメリットは何ですか？デメリットは何ですか？
As a group, decide what country you all would move to for work. Write 2-3 reasons why you 
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Appendix B: Task sheets distributed to the students on Day 2
Wages & Japan
1. What are the pros and cons of raising the minimum wage in Japan to ￥1200
per hour? 日本の最低賃金が１２００円へ引き上がるメリットは何ですか？デ
メリットは何ですか？
As a group, decide the pros and cons of having a part-time job while studying at university. 
Write 2-3 reasons for each side.
大学生がアルバイトをするメリットは何ですか？デメリットは何ですか？それぞれ
理由を三つ述べてください。
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Appendix C: Google Forms Survey Questions 
Did using Japanese help you with the task today? 今日のグループディスカ
ッションで、日本語は役に立ちましたか？
If you answered 'yes', how did it help you? Give 2 reasons 「はい」の場
合、どのように役に立ちましたか？ 理由を二つ述べてください。
In the past, have you had an “English-only” rule within a class. What did you think of it? 
過去の英語の授業で日本語禁止ルールがあったことはありましたか？それをどう思
いましたか？
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